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a) 1^ 

b) □ 



-The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 

ThfriJF'-)^!!'-^^ V '^"JM°°^ "^.^"-^ """^ P"^^^ "^^^'S APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE 
Therefore further action by the applicant is required to avoid abandonment of this application A proper reoM^ a 
final rejection under 37 CFR 1 .1 1 3 may orily be either: (1) a timely filed amendment which places the aSinCmion in 
^SKSi?; S iS^iS^i^^^^^^ ^''P-' -(3> ^ time,y«LTttr1iS;^^^ 

_ PERIOD FOR REPI Y [check either a) or b)] 

The period for reply expires 3.months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

The period for reply expires on: (1) the mailing date of this Advisory Action, or (2) the dale set forth in the final rejection, whichever is later In no 
event, however, will the statutory penod for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of the fina reiect on 
7°oSJ?'''^ ™" "^'''-^ ""^^ '"-'^ MONTHS OF THE pf^^^^^^^^^ See MPEP 

Extensfons of time may be obtained under 37 CFR 1 .136(a). The date on which the petition under 37 CFR 1 .136(a) and the appropriate extension fee 

ID A Notice of Appeal was filed on . Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 

37 CFR 1.192(a). or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 

2. n The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) □ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simplifyinq the 

issues for appeal; and/or / a 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims 

NOTE: . 

3. n Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

5.E1 The a)n affidavit, b)^ exhibit, or c)!^ request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT olace the 
application in condition for allowance because: See Continuation Sh^^^t ^ 

en The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newlv 
raised by the Exanniner in the final rejection, 

7.ia For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) a)^ will not be entered or bM will be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim(s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 



Claim(s) rejected: 1-22 . 

Claim(s) withdrawn from consideration: 



8. n The proposed drawing correction filed on is a)n approved or b)n disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. D Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). 

10. n Other: 
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Part of Paper No. 14 



Continuation Sheet {PTO-303) v ... .. ^, 

9S'/58y,747 ^ Application IMo. 



Continuation of 5 does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: Applicant's arguments are not persuasive 
Arsenault teaches logging stack traces for the respective addresses of migrated objects ("memory events"; col.2, 11 2 to col 3 li 22) 
Furthermore, to the extent that the claim language recites the "log file" feature, the Examiner has used the broadest reasonable 
interpretation. Arsenault teaches a log file comprising a list of stack traces (col.3. 11.30-36). Additionally, the Examiner maintains his 
obviousness rejection related to the direction in which a log file is processed to generate a eport mainiains nis 
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